DOCOHBIT BESQHE 

ED C95 393 CE 001 960 



ROTROP 
TITLE 



INSTITOTION 



SPONS AGENCY 



REPORT NO 
PUB DATE 
NOT^ 



Fisher, Allan Jr.; And Others 

Enrollment Potential for College-Based Military 

Officer Training Prograss: A Coaparison of Results of 

Surveys Conducted in May 1972 and May 1973. 

Air Force Huaan Resources Lab. # Alexandria, Va. 

Manpower Development Div. 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs (DOD) » Washington, D.C. 
Directorate for Manpower Research. 
AFHBL-TB-711-235 OASD(neRA) -ME-7U-3 
Jan 74 

1C2p.: For related documents, see ED 072 185 and CE 
001 961 



EDFS PRICE 
DESCRIPTOPS 



IDENTIFIERS 



HF-$0.75 HC-$5.40 PLUS POSTAGE 

♦College Bound Students; Educational Opportunities; 
Grade 12; ♦Interest Research; Military Personnel; 
♦Military Training; ♦Motivation; ♦Officer Personnel; 
Seniors; Surveys; Tables (Data) 
Reserve Officers Training Corps; ROTC 



ABSTRACT 

The interest of college-bound high school seniors in 
applying for college-based military officer training programs was 
assessed. Comparisons were made between surveys conducted in 1972 and 
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programs were the most popular with the youth surveyed. Higher 
likelihood of applying was found among youths from low income 
families. Travel, adventure and the opportunity for technical and 
professional training were strong motivators in applying for officer 
training programs. Prominent among the specific reasons for 
affiliating with military programs were: being able to attend the 
college of one's choice; getting tuition paid; and the term of 
obligated service. There was very little awareness of officer 
compensation and the service sponsorship of the various programs 
offered. (Author) 
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ENROLLMENT POTENTIAL 

In 1973 and 1972, the majority of both male and female college- 
bound high school seniors expressed a willingness to attend college 
under some type of subsidization (see Table I-'la'^. From 1972 to 1973, 
there was an increase in the number of females endorsing subsidization 
from 74% to 81%. The level of endorsement for men was unchanged at about 
80% (see Table I-la) . However, far fewer youth in each survey expressed a 
willingness to accept subsidization in the form of a military officer 
scholarship, i.e., only 28% for men and 18% for women in 1973 (see Table 
I-lb). Further, the reported rate of actual application for an ROTC scholar- 
ship was substantially below this rate of expressed willingness to accept 
a military scholarship. Only 7% of the men and 4% of the women reported 
applying for ROTC in 1973 (see Table 1-2). 

Expressed interest In applying for enrollment in any particular one 
of the ROTC Scholarship programs or ROTC Non-scholarship programs remained 
constant from 1972 to 1973. For example, there were no differences from 
1972 to 1973 in the level of preference for Army ROTC programs, regardless 
of the type of program (full Scholarship/Subsistence only)* In each survey 
there were also no differences in Army ROTC enrollment potential between 
the scholarship and non-scholarship programs, or between male and female 
respondents (see Table 1-3). Similar results were noted for Navy ROTC 
programs (see Table 1-3). However, some differences in enrollment potential 
were found for Air Force ROTC programs. In each survey, slightly more males 
than females expressed an interest in one cf the USAF ROTC programs. Also, 
more Interest was accorded the USAF Scholarship program than the USAF 



Non-scholarship program (see Table 1-3). But no change in enrollment poten- 
tial for Air Force (or Army or Navy) ROTC was found from 1972 to 1973. 

For the off-campus programs, the following generalizations held: 
(1) there were no changes in enrollment potential from 1972 to 1973; 
but (2) the appeal for Ground (or Surface) programs tended to exceed 
the appeal of Flight programs in each survey. Thus, the PLC Ground pro- 
gram appealed to more youth than did the PLC Navigator or the PLC Flight 
Officer programs, and the ROC program appealed to more youth than did the 
AVROC-Pilot and AVROC-Navigator programs. In addition, men were more 
likely to be attracted to the Flight programs than women. (See table 1-4 
for results for the PLC programs and the ROC/AVROC programs.) 

Finally, when youth in both surveys were asked to select the 
single program they most preferred, both men and women endorsed the 
Air Force ROTC Scholarship program. Second choice among males in both 
surveys was the Navy ROTC Scholarship program. Second choice for females 
in both surveys was the Army ROTC Non-scholarship program (see Table 1-5). 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF POTENTIAL ROTC APPLICANTS 

Enrollment potential for ROTC and other off-campus military 
officar training programs was evaluated in terms of the following demo- 
grapbic characteristics of the respondent: age, race, annual family 
incorae, current employment status, city size and geographic area. Few 
substantial relationships were found between enrollment potential and the 
characteristics of the respondent. Many results were idiosyncratic, i.e., 
they applied to only certain programs for a certain sex of respondent. 
Further, considering both 1972 and 1973 survey results, there were very 
few instances of demographic characteristics related to enrollment potential 
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in a consistent manner across time. A few interesting exceptions are 
discussed below. 

In both surveys, there were generally somewhat higher rates of appli- 
cant potential for Air Force ROTC programs among youth from families with 
annual incomes under $8,000, in comparison to rates of enrollment poten- 
tial for the respondent samples in general. These results were found 
among men for the ROTC Non-scholarship program. Similar results were 
found for both the ROTC Scholarship and Non-scholarship programs among 
women (see Tables II-2 through II-4) • 

In the 1973 survey, there was also a higher rate of applicant poten- 
tial for the Army ROTC programs (both Scholarship and Non-scholarship) 
among male respondents from families with $8,000-$14 ,000 incomes per 
annum (see Tables II-l and II-3). 

Non-white male and female respondents in 1973 generally showed 
higher applicant potential for .\rmy ROTC programs than did the total 
samples of men and women (see Tables II-2 through II-4) . However, the 
difference was not significant for males in terms or the Army ROTC 
Scholarship program. In both surveys, non-white females had a higher 
applicant potential for the PLC-Ground program and the ROC program than 
did females in general (see Tables II-6 and II-B, respectively). Non- 
white males in both surveys expressed higher applicant potential for the 
AVROC-Navigator program than did males in general, but lower potential 
for the AVROC-Pilot program than did men in general (see Table II-7) . 

In both surveys, female respondents in the North Central states had 
a higher potential applicant rate for Navy ROTC programs than did women 
in general (see Tables II-2 and II-4) . In each survey, male respondents 
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in non-metropolitan areas had higher potential applicant rate for the 
Air Force ROTC Scholarship program than did men in general (see Table 
II-l) . They also showed a lower applicant potential for the Navy ROTC 
Non-scholarship program than did men in general (see Table II-3) . 

GENERAL REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION 

In 3972 and 1973, "travel, adventure and new experiences" and "the 
opportunity for special professional/technical training" were cited 
most frequently as reasons exerting a strong influence in the decision to 
apply tor military officer training programs by the total samples of 
men and women (see Table III-l). In general these reasons were also 
highly endorsed by potential applicants to the various ROTC programs in 
each survey (see Tables III-2, III-3, III-4, and III-5) . 

SPECIFIC REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION 

In 1972 and 1973, the following specific reasons were most frequently 
endorsed as exerting a strong influence on the decision to apply for a 

ollege military officer training program by the total samples of men and 
women: (1) being able to attend the college of one's choice; (2) getting 
college tuition paid; (3) the term of obligated service: (A) being paid 
to attend college, regardless of parental income; and (5) if expense money 
is provided for all 4 years of college (see Table III-6) . In each survey, 
potential applicants for the various ROTC programs particularly endorsed 
two reasons: (1) "obtaining the college of one's choice" and (2) "paid 
college tuition" (see Tables III-7, III-8, III-9, and III-IO). 
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AWAREN^ESS OF OFFICER COMPENSATION 

A variety of questions was developed to assess the level of 
knowledge and awareness of ROTO and other military officer training 
programs among the target populations* Few respondents In either survey 
could estimate the corcect st^^rtlng salary or base pay for a beginning 
officer* Indeed, there was a significant decrease between surveys in the 
number of respondents who knew the date of the most recent officer pay 
increase. However, despite the low level of awareness of military officer 
compensation in 1973» 35% of the men and 38% of the women believed that 
sitarting officer pay and the initial salary for a civilian college 
graduate were essentially equivalent (see Table IV-1) • 

AWARENESS OF VARIOUS TRAINING PROGRAMS 

In both surveys, over 95% of the respondents claimed to have heard 
of ROTC (see Table IV-2) . However, sponsorship of the program was much 
more frequently attributed to the Army than to the other Services (see 
Table IV-3) • In each survey, the general level of awareness concerning 
details of the ROTC program was rather limited, especially among female 
respondents (see Table IV--^ and Table IV-5) . 

In both 1972 and 1973, awareness of the various off-campus programs 
was considerably lower than awareness of ROTC programs (see Table IV-2). 
The number of males reporting that they had heard of the ROC program 
declined significantly from 1972 to 1973; but no other changes in aware- 
ness were found. In each survey, the majority of respondents who claimed 
awareness of the AVROC program Incorrectly Identified the program 
sponsor as the Air Force, instead of the Navy which actually sponsors 
the program (see Table IV-»3) . 



SOURCES OF INFORMATION CONCERNING ROTC 

In 1973, most youth reported exposure to advertising for ROTC. 
Male respondents reported a higher level of exposure to advertising 
for Army ROTC in 1973 than they did in 1972; no difference was 
found in exposure to advertising for Navy ROTC and Air Force ROTC (see 
Table IV-6) . In 1973, female respondents reported a higher level of ex- 
posure to advertising for all of the ROTC programs than did their counter 
parts in the 1972 survey (see Table IV-6) . 

Compared to reported advertising exposure, much lower rates of 
learning about ROTC from personal communication were reported in both 
surveys. In each survey, parents /relatives /friends were listed as the 
major sources of personal information about ROTC (see Table IV-7). 
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PREFACE 



This Consulting Report indicates the extent of interest among 
college-bound high school seniors in applying for enrollment in college* 
based military officer training programs (e.g. » ROTC programs, and ROC» 
AVROC, and PLC programs) in 1973. Selected results from a similar sur- 
vey conducted in 1972 are included for comparison purposes. Additional 
1972 and 1973 comparisons are reported which indicate: (1) the levels 
of factual knowledge of, and attitudes toward, ROTC programs and other 
campus-based officer training programs; and (2) demographic, attitudinal 
and programmatic correlates of expressed interest in applying for enroll- 
ment in these programs. In total, these comparisons allow an assessment 
of changes in enrollment potential which may have resulted with the 
expiration of the draft, or as a result of other events or activities 
which transpired between 1972 and 1973. 

This report is the first in a series of three reports which present 
the results of a comprehensive 1973 ROTC survey of enrollment (applicant) 
potential and career potential for college student military officer 
training programs. The second report in this series will be concerned 
with military career potential of current enrollees in ROTC programs. 
The third report in the series will consider career potential for current 
enrollees in one of three "off-campus" military officer training programs 
(ROC, AVROC, or PLC). 

The 1972 and 1973 surveys were designed by Mr. George Mihaly and 
Mr. Gideon D. Rathnum of Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. for the Department 
of Defense. Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. was responsible for selecting 
the 1972 and 1973 samples, conducting the personal interviews, and per- 
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forming the data tabulations for both the 1972 and 1973 surveys. 

Analyses of the data tabulations and report preparation activities 
were performed by HumRRO Division No. 7 (Social Science), Alexandria, 
Virginia, Dr. Robert G. Smith, Jr., Director. The HumRRO effort was 
accomplished by Dr. Allan H. Fisher, Jr., Ms. Margi R. Harford, Ms. 
Martha R. DiSario, and Ms. Leslie S. Rigg. HumRRO also assisted in 
the initial questionnaire design and development of the sample require- 
ments . 

Helpful guidance in substantive aspects of the data analyses and 
report preparation were provided by COL Gerald Perselay (USAF) , Assis- 
tant Director for ROTC Programs (OASD, M&RA) , and Mr. Samuel Saben, 
Manpower Research Analyst (OASD, M&R«.) . 

The preparation of camera-ready copy of each report in this series 
was performed by HumRRO for the Directorate for Manpower Research of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve 
Affairs) under Contract No. F41609-73-C-0030, Task Order No. 3 (HumRRO 
Project DAD-C). 
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INTRODUCTION* 



This survey was conceived as part of a systematic effort by the 
Department of Defense to study enrollment (applicant) potential for 
selected college-based military officer training programs on an annual 
basis. Previous empirical research concerning the attitudes of college- 
aged youth toward affiliation with the various college-based pre- 
commissioning programs (itOTC) has been conducted (Johnston and Bachman, 
1972; N.W. Ayer, 1972). However, these studies were not designed to 
provide a continuing comprehensive assessment of enrollment potential 
but rather to indicate potential for ROTC and/or to suggest relation- 
ships which might be explored in future research. 

The initial DoD survey in this series (conducted in May 1972) was 
designed to provide information on enrollment potential, and on the level 
of factual knowledge of, and attitudes toward, ROTC programs and off- 
campus programs of officer training among civilian youth. The survey also 
was designed to identify demographic, attitudinal, and programmatic 
correlates of expressed interest in applying for enrollment in college- 
based miiita'-y officer training programs. The May 1973 survey constituted 
a replication of the May 1972 survey. 

Continued research on enrollment potential over time provides an on- 
going measure of the acceptance of these programs among civilian youth. 
Further, it assures continued availability of current data necessary to 
appraise the reactions of youth to external events and program modifi- 
cations which may impact on their attitudes toward. (1) enrollment in these 
programs, and (2) a future career as an officer in the military service. 
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METHOD 

Sampling Requirement 

Sampling requirements for each survey were generated by HumRRO in 
discussions with representatives of OASD (M&RA) . Target populations were 
identified to correspond with the major objectives of the present study, 
i^e., to estimate enrollment potential for male and female youtht These 
populations consisted of national probability samples of male and female 
high school seniors. Sample requirements were approximately 500 cases for 
each of these high school populations. The question of potential for 
applying for ROTC enrollment has a reasonable basis since only those men 
and women who planned to achieve at least a college education were in- 
cluded in the sample. 
Sampling Procedures 

The samples employed in both the 1972 and 1973 surveys were derived 
from a national probability sample of youth. The sample size for each 
survey is shown below, together with the population base to which the 
sample data was weighted for process ing# 



SAMPLE SIZE 



Target Population 


1972 Survey 


1973 


Survey 




Sample Projected 
Size Population 


Sample 
Size 


Projected 
Population 


Male High School Seniors 
(college-bound) 


544 1.454,000 


472 


1,433,000 


Female High School Seniors 
( CO llege-bound) 


481 1,432,000 
1035 


461 
933 


1,425,000 



See Modern Sampling Doctrine t Master Probability Sample of Young People , 
Gilbert Marketing Group, Inc., Marketmath, Inc., 1969. 

**The 1972 survey also included a sample of male college freshmen (N=545) 
and female college freshmen (N=511) not enrolled in any military officer train- 
ing program. However, the 1972 survey indicated that officer enrollment potential 
among these populations was so low that the decision was made not to resurvey 
these populations in the 1973 survey. 



Questionnaire 

An extended questionnaire was designed for the 1972 survey and main- 
tained in essentially the same form for the 1973 survey, for purposes 
of comparability. 

Adminis tration 

All data reported in the survey were obtained from extended personal 
interviews . In conducting these interviews, Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. 
employs peer-group interviews in conjunction with local supervision to 
increase the likelihood of valid responses. A systematic program of inter-- 
view verification is used to insure data quality. 

Data Analyses 

Results for each sample were weighted for extrapolation to the re-- 
spective populations. Data from hi^h school seniors were weighted to 
project to the national sample of high school seniors, by sex, within 
geographic region. 

Data analyses consisted of extensive cross-tabulations of each 
questionnaire item with selected demographic characteristics, and with 
criterion items on applicant (enrollment) potential by program. Each 
analysis controlled on the sex of the respondent. 
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RESULTS 
I. ENR0I.L^OT POTENTIAL 
THE APPEAL OF COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS 

Prior to assessing enrollment potential for the various college-based 
military officer training programs, analyses were performed to assess 
the initial willingness of youth to accept: 

(1) Some form of subsidy for college expenses (undifferentiated 
military or civilian in nature) ; and 

(2) a college scholarship involving eventual service as a 
military officer. 

This analysis was designed to provide a perspective on enrollment 

potential for ROTC and other campus-based military officer training 

programs. 

The extent to which any form of subsidization for college expenses 
appealed to college-bound high school seniors was assessed in each survey. 
Table I- la presents results for the 1972 and 1973 surveys, controlling 
on sex. The majority of respondents in both surveys indicated that th'ey 
would attend college if they were subsidized. For males, there was no 
difference between the 1972 and 1973 surveys in the attitude toward 
acceptance of subsidization of college expenses (approximately 80% each 
year) . However, the percentage of females endorsing the concept of sub- 
sidization of college expenses increased significantly between surveys, 
i.e., from 74% in 1972 to 81% in 1973*. 

*See Appendix A for table of sample tolerances used in comparisons of 
the 1972 and 1973 survey results. In general, for samples of 500 cases, 
differences in percentages of 4% to 6% are required for statistical sig- 
nificance. The actual size of the difference required depends on the 
size of the values being compared, e.g., a larger difference is required 
for comparing values near 50% than for comparing values such as 10% 
(or 90%). See Appendix A for details. 
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Next, respondents in each survey were asked if they would attend 
college on a scholarship If military officer service was required 
after graduation. Only a minority of respondents in each survey 
expressed a willingness to accept a college scholarship involving 
service as a military officer. For men, the rate of acceptance was 
28% in both surveys. For women, the rate of acceptance was 15% in 
1972 and 18% in 1973. This difference is not statistically significant. 
See Table I-lb for complete results by survey administration. 

In general, the majority of respondents expressed negative attitudes 
toward the idea of attending college on a military officer scholarship. 
In each survey, males were more favorable toward this concept than 
females. However, the concept of a military officer scholarship 
possessed far less appeal than the idea of college subsidy undiffer- 
entiated with respect to source or obligation (compare results in 
Table I-la and I-lb). 

REPORTED ROTC PROGRAM APPLICATION RATES 

Another valuable perspective on stated enrollment potential for 
college-based military officer training programs is indicated by the extent 
to which respondents report actually applying for an ROTC scholarship. 
Respondents in each survey were asked if they had applied for, or ex- 
pected • -> receive an ROTC Scholarship. For males, approximately 5% 
to 6% in each survey stated that they had either applied for, or ex- 
pected to receive an ROTC scholarship. For women, the comparable 
rates ranged between 2% to 4% in the two surveys. There were no 
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significant differences in response rates between 1972 and 1973# 
There were also no statistically significant sex differences in re- 
ported rates of application. Table 1-2 presents data for both survey 
adminis t rat ions # 

It is instructive to compare rates of actual ROTC program 
application (Table 1-2) with expressed willingness to accept a military 
officer scholarship (Table I-lb)« In general* there seems to be a 
noticeable gap between the actual behavior (i^e#, applying for a 
military officer scholarship), and the expressed attitude (i.e., 
willingness to accept a military officer scholarship) • In design of 
the research, it was hypothesized that the observed discrepancy might 
be found between behavior and attitude. To insure a reasoned assess- 
ment of the ROTC programs and other programs by respondents, enroll- 
ment potential for the various programs was evaluated by generating a 
description of each college^based military officer training program which 
could be provided to respondents for their consideration. The results 
of this research appear below. 
ROTC ENROLLMENT POTENTIAL 

Respondents in each survey were given a brief, standardized 
description of each military officer training program (see Appendix 
B, page B-2, for a copy of the ROTC program descriptions).* 

^Program descriptions were presented to respondents for consideration 
rotating the or der-of -present at ion of each type of program to compen- 
sate for possible bias due to the order in which the respondent 
assessed each program. 
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After reading the program description^ respondents were asked to 
choose among the following statements: 

(1) I would apply for this program (''potential enrollee"); 

(2) I would not apply for this program: 

(3) Don't know if 1 would apply for this program. 

Table 1-3 siammarizes the extent of enrollment potential for each of the 
Armed Services ROTC programs » controlling on survey administration and 
sex. Results are discussed separately by Service. 
ARMY ROTC PROGRAMS . 

For vales t in the 1973 survey > the potential application rate 
for both the Army ROTC Scholarship program and the ROTC Non-scholarship 
program was about 13%. For females in the 1973 survey^ the rates were 
1A% for the Scholarship program and 13% for the Non-scholarship program. 

There were no statistically significant changes in enrollment 
potential » by program^ from 1972 to 1973. There were also no differences 
in enrollment potential as a function of the sex of the respondent* 

Controlling on the sex of the respondent, there were no differ- 
ences in enrollment potential between the Scholarship program and the 
Non«»scholarship program for the Army in either survey. (However , except 
for men in 1973 > the Non-scholarship program had slightly higher enroll- 
ment potential than did the Scholarship program.) 

NAVY ROTC PROGRAMS . 

For both males and females , potential application rates of 15% 
to 17% for NROTC were found in the 1973 survey. 

There were no significant changes in enrollment potential, by 
program, from 1972 to 1973. There were also no differences in enroll- 
ment potential by sex of the respondent. 
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Controlling on the sex of the respondent, there were no differ- 
ences in enrollment potential for the Scholarship program and the 
Non-scholarship program for the Navy in either survey. CHowever, except 
for men in 1973, the Scholarship program had higher enrollment potential 
than did the Non-scholarship program.) 

AIR FORCE ROTC PROGRAMS . 

For males in the 1973 survey, the potential application rate 
for the USAF Scholarship program was 19%, and for the USAF Non-scholarship 
program was 15%. For females, the 1973 rates of applicant potential 
were 14% for the Scholarship program and 11% for the Non-scholarship 
program. 

There were no significant changes in enrollment potential, by 
program, from 1972 to 1973. 

However, there was a consistent finding in both surveys that the 

USAF Scholarship program had a higher potential applicant rate than the 

USAF Non-scholarship program. Uhlle these differences achieved only 

limited statistical significance (e.g., among men in 1973 and women in 

1972), the consistent difference in enrollment potential favoring 

Scholarship programs over the Non-scholarship programs is noteworthy. 

As noted previously, there was no comparable difference noted for 

programs sponsored by either the Axvxy or ^he Navy. 

There is also a consistent difference between the sexes in 
USAF ROTC enrollment potential in both 1972 and 1973. In each 
survey, men reported higher enrollment potential for each USAF ROTC 
program than women. These differences in rates of applicant potential 
would achieve only limited statistical significance (e.g., for the 
Scholarship program in 1973 where the rates were 19.2% for men and 14.0% 
for women; and for the Non-scholarship program in 1972 where the rates 
were 15.8% for men and 8.6% for women). Nonetheless, the consistency 
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of this sex difference in enrollment potential is noteworthy, 
particularly since no corresponding sex difference in enrollment 
potential was found for either Army ROTC or Navy ROTC. 

In summary, there is no difference in Army or Navy ROTC enroll- 
ment potential by type of program (Scholarship /Non-scholarship) or by 
sex of respondent. Either program appears to possess equivalent interest 
to members of both sexes. But in the case of Air Force ROTC, there may 
be important differences in enrollment potential by program (Scholarship 
preferred over Non-scholarship) and by sex (higher male enrollment 
potential than female enrollment potential) . No significant changes 
in enrollment potential were noted from 1972 to 1973. 
ENROLLMENT POTENTIAL FOR OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAMS 

Each respondent also read a brief, standardized description of 
the Navy Reserve Officers Candidate program (ROC), the Navy Aviation 
Reserve Officers Candidate program (AVROC), and the Marine Corps 
Platoon Leaders Class (PLC). In considering AVROC, each respondent 
was asked to evaluate the AVROC Pilot and AVROC Navigator programs 
separately. In considering PLC, a distinction was made between PLC 
Ground, PLC Pilot and PLC Flight Officer programs. Table 1-4 summarizes 
the extent of enrollment potential for these off-campus programs. 
Results are separately discussed for the PLC programs, and for the 
ROC/AVROC programs. 

* Data on future applicant potential are presented for both men and 
women, although current program eligibility may be restricted on the 
basis of sex, i.e., women are reportedly ineligible for the PLC pro- 
gram at present. Should eligibility restrictions ease, the data on 
applicant potential will be relevant. 
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PLC PROGRAMS , 

For males in the 1973 survey, 15% reported applicant potential 
for the PLC-Ground program, while the rates for the PLC-Pilot program 
and PLC-Flight Officer program were both about 10%. For females in the 
1973 survey, almost 16% reported applicant potential for the PLC-Ground 
program, while rates of 4% were observed for both the PLC-Pilot and 
PLC-Flight Officer programs. 

The PLC-Ground program appealed to more respondents in each 
survey than did the PLC-Pilot or PLC-Flight Officer programs. 

There was no sex difference in enrollment potential for the 
PLC-Ground program in either survey. However, the difference in Pilot/ 
Flight Officer enrollment potential between the sexes is significant in 
both surveys, i.e., rates of about 8% to 10% for the men, compared to 
rates of 4% to 5% for the women. 

ROC/AVROC PROGRAMS . 

For males in 1973, the rate of applicant potential for ROC was 
14%, while the rates for the AVROC-Pilot program and AVROC-Navigator 
program were 11% and 10%, respectively. For females in 1973, the rate 
of applicant potential for the ROC program was 14% (the same as the rate 
for men). Female applicant potential rates for the AVROC-Pilot program 
(7%) and AVROC-Navigator program (5%) wete observed. 

The ROC (Surface) program appealed to more respondents in each 
survey than did the AVROC-Pilot or AVROC-Navigator programs. (However, 
the difference was statistically significant in both 1972 and 1973 only 
for females.) 
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While there was no sex difference in enrollment potential for 
the ROC program, males were consistently more likely than females to 
indicate enrollment potential for the AVROC programs. This finding 
was noted in each survey, and the difference was significant in 
several Instances, e.g., AVROC-Pilot in 1972 (12% - males; 6% - females); 
and AVSOC-Navigator in 1973 (10% - males; 5% - females). 

These results, taken in conjunction with the previous results for 
PLC enrollment potential, suggest that: 

(1) The appeal for Ground (Surface) programs tends to 
exceed the appeal of fli^t (Pilot/Navigator) programs; and 

(2) Hen are more likely to be attracted to flight (Pilot/ 
Navigator) programs than women. 

RELATIVE PREFERENCE FOR T0E PROGRAMS 

After considering each ROTC program and each off'-campus military 
officer training program^ respondents were provided with a single list 
which included the title of each program* They were instructed to 
indicate which program interested them the most* The response "none 
of these (programs)** was a permissable option* The query elicited an 
relative preference for each military officer training program^ or 
for none of the programs* Table I-*^ presents data on the preference 
of each of the*' programs » controlling on sex of the respondent* 

In 1973 » 64Z of the males expressed a preference for one of the 
programs » while 36% were not interested in any of the programs # Among 
women in the 1973 survey » 49% expressed a program preference » while 
51% were not interested in any of the programs* In each survey » 
significantly more men than women expressed an interest in one of the 
programs* ii^ 
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The Air Force ROTC Scholarship program which was most preferred 
by respondents in 1972 was also the most frequently selected program in 
1973. The level of endorsement of this program was equivalent across 
surveys. Approximately 12% of the males and 8-9% of the female respondents 
in both surveys expressed a preference for the USAF ROTC Scholarship 
program. 

Among males, the second most preferred program in both surveys 
was the Navy ROTC Scholarship program (8-9%). Female respondents in 
both surveys endorsed the 2-year Army Non-scholarship program as their 
second most preferred program (7-8%). In the 1973 survey, ^avy ROC program 
received a higher level of endorsement among both men and women than 
it had in the 1972 survey. However, there were no changes in preference 
from 1972 to 1973 which were statistically significant. 
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 

It is useful to compare expressed interest in one of the college- 
based military officer training programs, and initial willingness to 
accept a military officer scholarship. Table 1-6 represents a comparative 
summary and appraisal of military officer training program enrollment 
potential. In both surveys, little correspondence existed between 
(a) expressing a willingness to accept a military officer scholarship; 
and (b) expressing a preference for one of the various military officer 
training programs. This discrepancy may result from an inflation of 
responses favorable toward application for ROTC and off-campus programs; 
i.e., after being given a description of the programs many of the 
respondents may have found these programs attractive and expressed an 
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Interest in one of the programs* Hence^ the high level of favorable 
attitudes toward one of the programs (64% - male; 49% - female) which 
was observed > in contrast to the lower level of initial willingness 
to attend college on a military officer scholarship (28% male; 
18% - female). It was earlier noted that there was also a major 
discrepancy between the reported behavior of applying for> or expect- 
ing to receive an ROTC scholarship (7% - male; 4% - f emale) > in contrast 
to the expressed willingness to attend college on a military officer 
scholarship (Table I-lb and Table I--2) . These differences suggest: 

(1) a possible lack of awareness of these programs among 

young; and/or 

(2) a possible discrepancy between interest in the programs 

and willingness to accept (or apply for) one of the 
scholarships • 

Data are presented in Section TV which tend to substantiate the first 
hypothesis* Data are presented in Section III which lend some support 
to the second hypothesis. Pending the performance of more definitive 
research and analyses > the May 1973 data suggest that a relatively 
steady source of potential applicants may exist for college-based 
military officer training programs among high school seniors > and 
that enrollment potential for these programs has not decreased with 
the advent of the zero-draft environment* 
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II. DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF POTENTIAL APPLICANTS 
TO MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS 
Demographic analyses were performed to determine if the various 
college-based military officer training programs appeal to different 
segments of the college-bound high school senior population. The 
analyses were done separately for each of the twelve programs appraised 
in both the 1972 and 1973 surveys. The programs are: 

(1) ROTC Scholarship programs sponsored by the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force; 

(2) ROTC Non-scholarship programs sponsored by the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force; 

(3) The Marine Corps-sponsored PLC Ground, PLC Pilot and PLC 
Navigator programs; and 

(A) The Navy-sponsored ROC program, AVROC-Pilot program, and 
AVROC-Navigator program. 

The following demographic variables were evaluated: age, race, annual 
family income, current employment status, type of neighborhood (city 
size) , and geographic region. The demographic data were analyzed for 
their relationship to enrollment potential, controlling on the sex ot 
the respondent. 
SAMPLE COMPARABILITY 

Prior to evaluating the. relationship of the demographic items to 
enrollment potential, the distribution of responses to each demographic 
item in both surveys was obtained. These distributions were then 
analyzed to determine the comparability of the 1972 and 1973 samples. 
Appendix C contains data on the demographic composition of the two surveys 
in weighted form. 
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Relative to 1972 data» differences were observed in the 1973 
survey on the following demographic characteristics J 

(1) Age (1973 respondents were younger); 

(2) Annual family income (1973 males reported higher income ; 
1973 females had a higher refusal rate); 

(3) Employment status (fewer 1973 males and females were 
employed full-time) ; and 

(A) type of neighborhood (fewer 1973 males were from small 
metropolitan areas) . 
There were no significant differences between the 1972 and 1973 samples 
on eicUei: race or the geographic region of residence. (However, this 
latter finding is an artifact of the weighting process, i.e., the sample 
data from each survey were weighted to conform to the same population 
distribution, by geographic region). 
DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSES 

Differences in enrollment potential among various demographic 
categories (i.e, white, non-white, resident of the South, etc.) were 
analyzed**. In these analyses, rates of applicant potential (by sex) 
for each demographic category were selectively compared to rates of 
applicant potential for the total sample of men or the total sample of 
women, as appropriate. The results will assist the reader in evaluating 



The report of higher family income in 1973 than in 1972 might, in 
part, represent a legitimate increase in the earnings of the parents of 
college-bound youth from 1972 to 1973. 

**No tests were made of differences based on employment status 
since few youth were employed full-time (See Appendix C) . 
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the potential feasibility of efforts to recruit in various segments 
of the youth population, as oppose i to appealing to the total, college- 
bound populations of men or women (see the section entitled Technical 
Details at the end of this chapter for details of the analyses). 
RurC SCEOLARSHIP PROGRAMS 

Table II-l presents demographic data on male potential applicants 
to the ROTC Scholarship programs in 1972 and 1973. 

In general, there were few differences in enrollment potential by 
demographic category which were consistent between the 1972 and 1973 
surveys. The only noticeable exception was a higher applicant potential 
rate for Air Force ROTC among residents of non-metropolitan areas, com- 
pared to male respondents in general. This finding occurred in both surveys, 
and the differences were statistically significant for the two surveys 
in combination. 

The 1973 survey data suggested certain promising market segments 
not noted in 1972. Included was the finding of higher Army ROTC 
applicant potential and Navy ROTC applicant potential among youth from 
families with incomes of between $8,000 to $14,000 per annum. Youth 
from families with incomes less than $8,000 also had a higher Army ROTC 
potential rate, but the difference was not statistically significant. 

Some differences between total sample and demographic category 
which appear to be large involve demographic categories with only a few 
cases. For example, data from Table II-l indicate that the proportion 
of youth from lower income families (less than $8,000 total family 
income per annum) who express applicant potential for the Army ROTC 
program in 1973 (25.0%) is similar to the proportion of potential 
applicants to Army ROTC from the middle income range of $8,000-$14,000 
Q (26.1%). However, the former group did not have an applicant rate 
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which was signil icantly different from the rate for the male 
population in total (13»4%), while the rate for youth from the middle 
income families did differ significantly from the rate for male youth 
in total (p <,001). Almost 16% of male youth are in the middle income 
category, while less than 6% of the male sample belong to the lower 
income category (see Appendix C) . Therefore, the fact that the applicant 
rate for lower income male youth was not significantly different from 
the rate for the total sample was due, in part, to the small sample size 
of the lower income group. 

In addition, some differences which appear substantial in 1973 
are reversed in direction from 1972 to 1973 suggesting chance variations, 
e.g», low AFROTC potential among rion-*white youth in 1973 (11.4%) but 
high AFROTC potential among the same segment in 1972 (28.1%). See 
Table II-l. 

Table II-2 presents demographic data on applicant potential for 
ROTC Scholarship programs among female college-bound high school seniors. 
In each survey, significantly higher rates of applicant potential for 
AFROTC were found among women from families with incomes under $8,000 per 
annum, compared to women in general. Also, non-white women in each 
survey showed higher applicant rates for the Army ROTC scholarship pro- 
gram than did women in general. (The differences were statistically 
significant for 1972, and for the two surveys in combination.) Finally, 
some consistent differences in program appeal based on geographic region 
were observed: 

(1) Significantly higher potential for Army ROTC among 

residents of the South (significant in 1972 and 1973); 
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(2) Higher potential for Navy ROTC among residents of the 
North Central region (significant in 1972 and for both 
years in combination) ; and 

(3) Significantly lower potential for Army ROTC and Air Force 
ROTC among residents of the Northeast (significant for 1972 
and for both years in combination). 

In addition* in 1973 a significantly lower applicant rate for the Navy 
ROTC Scholarship program was found for women who resided in the South 
compared to women in general. 
ROTC NON-SCHOURSHIP PROGRAMS 

Table II-3 presents demographic data on applicant potential for ROTC 
Non-scholarship programs among male college-bound high school seniors. There 
were only a few consistent differences in program appeal based on demogra- 
phic correlates from 1972 to 1973. Non-white males showed higher applicant 
potential for the Army ROTC Non-scholarship programs than did men in general* 
(Results were significant for 1972 , and for both years in combination.) 

Youth from families with incomes under $8^000 per year reported higher 
rates of applicant potential for the Air Force Non-scholarship program than did 
men in general. (Results were significant for 1972, and for both years in 
combination.) Youth from families with incomes in excess of $20,000 showed 
a significantly lower applicant rate for the AFROTC program than the male 
population at large. (Differences were statistically significant for both 
years in combination.) In the 1973 survey, men from families In the middle 
income range ($8,000-$14,000) were more likely to indicate enrollment poten- 
tial for Army ROTC than men in general. 

Finally, re<5idents of non-metropolitan areas had lower rates of appli- 
cant potential for the Navy ROTC Non-scholarship program than did men in gen-* 
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(Differences were statistically signiticaat for both years in combination.) 
Residents of larger metropolitan areas had significantly higher applicant 
potential for the NROTC Non-scholarship program in the 1973 survey. 

Table II-4 presents demographic data on applicant potential for 
ROTC N'on-scholarship programs among female college-bound high school seniors. 
Again, few consistent substantial demographic relationships were ob- 
served. However, female high school seniors from the North Central region 
showed a higher potential applicant rate for the Navy ROTC program than 
did women in general. Lower applicant rates for the Army ROTC program 
were noted when comparing female residents of the Northeast to females in 
general. In each case, results were statistically significant for 1972 
and for both surveys in combination. 

In the 1973 survey, higher applicant potential for the USAF ROTC 
Non-scholarship program was noted among women from families with incomes 
under $8,000 per annum, compared to women in general. 

Higher rates of applicant potential for the Army ROTC Non-scholarship 
program was reported by non-white females in 1973, in comparison with 
the total 1973 female sample. Higher rates of applicant potential for 
the Navy ROTC program were found among non-whites in 1972 and 1973, with 
results statistically significant for both surveys in combination. 
DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF POTENTIAL APPLICANTS TO OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAMS 
The applicant potential for off-campus officer training programs 
was also examined. Table II-5 presents demographic data on the applicant 
potential of male college-bound high school seniors for the various 
Marine Corps PLC programs. The PLC Ground program showed the only con- 
sistent demographic correlate of applicant potential. In 1973, higher 
applicant potential for this program was found among youth from families 
with incomes from $8,000-$14.000 per annum (27.5%), compared to men in general. 
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Table II-6 presents demographic data on the appeal of Marine Corps 

PLC programs for female college-bound high school seniors. In both 

surveys, there was higher applicant potential for the PLC-Ground program 
among non-whites, compared to women in general. Also in both surveys 

there was higher appeal for the PLC-Ground program among women from 

families with incomes under $8,000 per annum compared to women in general. 

In each case, results were statistically significant for both surveys in 

combination. 

Table II-7 shows the demographic correlates of applicant potential 
for the ROC/AVROC programs among male , college-bound seniors. There 
was a difference in the appeal of the AVROC programs by race in terms of 
applicant potential for navigator training and pilot training. Non- 
whites showed higher applicant potential for navigator training than 
men in general, and lower applicant potential for pilot training than 
men in general. In each case, results were statistically significant for 
both surveys in combination. 

For the ROC program a higher appeal was demonstrated in 1973 by men 
from families with annual incomes between $8,000 and $14,000 per annum 
(28.4%) than by men in general (14.2%). 

Table II-8 presents demographic data on applicant potential for 
the ROC/AVROC programs among female college-bound high school seniors. 
There were few consistent demographic correlates of applicant potential 
noted. However, in both surveys, higher applicant potential for the 
ROC program was noted among non-whites than among women in general* Re- 
sults were statistically significant for 1973, and for both surveys in 
combination. 
SUMMARY 

The search for consistent demographic correlates of applicant 
potential has not proven very successful. Only a few exceptions are noted: 
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(1) higher program appeal among male youth from middle 
lacome families » generally for Army ROTC programs 
and for the "Ground/Surface" off-campus programs 

(ROC) and PLC-Ground; and 
(2) higher program appeal among non-white females, 

generally for Army ROTC programs or for "Ground/ 

Surface" programs such as the PLC-Ground program 

and ROC program. 

There is some indication of differential appeal by geographic region 
for females, and by city size (type of neighborhood) among males. 
For example, the Navy ROTC programs were preferred by female residents 
of the North Central United States, while Northeastern residents 
expressed a significantly lower Army ROTC potential than females 
in general. Among males, residents of non-metropolitan areas expressed 
a higher applicant rate for the Air Force ROTC Scholarship program 
and a lower applicant rate for the Navy ROTC Non-scholarship program com- 
pared to male youth in general. 

Because there were few major consistent differences in applicant 
potential rates across demographic categories, it appears useful to 
consider correlates of enrollment potential other than demographic 
characteristics. Section III presents data on various reasons for 
applying some of which appear promising in the recruitment of potential 

applicants. 
TECHNICAL DETAILS 

Differences between the applicant rate for each demographic 
category and the overall applicant rate for the total sample were 
computed. Following these computations, certain differences between 
applicant rates were selected for further statistical analyses. Two 
decision rules were used to select differences for statistical testing 

ERIC 



The rules were based on evidence of: 



(1) substantial differences in the most recent (1973) 
survey; and/ or 

(2) consistent differences based on both surveys 
(1972 and 1973) 

The specific decision rules used for selecting which of the differences 
would be subjected to the analyses were as follows: 

(1) differences between the applicant potential rate for 
a particular demographic category and the applicant 
potential rate for the total sample in 1973 had 

to be greater than 7%. In addition, the difference 
between the applicant rate for this demographic category 
and the total sample had to be in the same direction 
(positive or negative) in 1972 as the difference between 
the 1973 applicant rates; or 

(2) Differences between the applicant potential rate for a 
particular demographic category and the applicant 
potential rate for the total sample had to be greater 
than A% in 1973 and greater than 5% in 1972, with the 
difference in the same direction in both 1972 and 1973. 

Estimates of the statistical significance of differences between 
applicant rates for the total sample and the demographic sub-category 
were computed. The analyses involved the assumption that the rate ot 
applicant potential for the total sample could be considered a 
population estimate (with no error), and compared to the rate of 
applicant potential for each demographic category, with the letter 
considered to be sample estimates. A standard formula was employed 
(Walker & Lev, 1953. p. 37). Finally, the findings of significance 
tests for 1972 and 1973 were combined, using the Stouffer approach, 
as discussed by Hosteller and Bush in Lindzey (1954, p. 329). inis 
procedure was used to determine if consistent demographic relationships 
existed between the two surveys of sufficient siae, such that 
significant differences were attained for the two surveys, if not for 
each survey taken singly. 

To be reported, differences in enrollment potential between a 
demographic segment and the total sample had to achieve statistical 
significance at the p<05 level for 1973 only, or for both years 
when results of the tests on the 1972 data and the 1973 data were 
combined using the Stouffer approach. 
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HI* REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION 
The endorsement of a series of general and specific reasons for 
application to college-based military officer training programs was 
studied in 1973 and 1972. Comparisons were made of the extent of 
endorsement of each reason between the two surveys > separately for male 
and female respondents in total s 

The importance of both reasons in relation to applicant potential 
was also determined^ Approximate tests of statistical significance were 
performed to compare the extent of endorsement of each reason among 
respondents in general and among a subset of respondents consisting of 
^^ly potential applicants to each ROTC program.* These comparisons were 
made controlling on sex* For each survey^ observed differences in the 
rate of attributing strong influence to each reason were compared for 
the potential male applicants and for men in general. Similar comparisons 
were done for female applicants and women in general.** The analyses 
were done to determine which reasons were most Important to the subsample 
of respondents classified as potential applicants compared to the total 
population of male and female youth. Identification of differences 
between the population in total and the subsample of potential applicants 
could be useful in developing more relevant themes and appeals for use 
In future ROTC advertising and recruiting programs. 

* The 1972 and 1973 data are analysed in the same way and the results 
may be compared. Data from the 1972 survey were previously reported 
in an alternative manner (fisher and Harford, 1972). The present 
analysis is more meaningful. 

** Appendix A contains the table of sample tolerances used in these 

analyses. Also see the section entitled Technical Details at the end 
of this chapter for details of the analysis. 
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GENERiVL RKASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

Each respondent was asked to review the following general reasons 
for applying for military officer training, and to indicate whether 
each reason would influence his/her decision to apply. 





GENERAL REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 


1. 


Military career opportunities 




2. 


Travel, adventure, and new experiences 




3. 


Serve my country 




4. 


Opportunity for further academic education 




5. 


Qualify for GI Bill benefits 




6. 


Pay and allowances 


• 


7. 


Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. 




o 

O. 


.Void being drafted 




9. 


Become more mature 




10. 


Status and prestige of being an officer 




11. 


Difficulty in finding a suitable civilian job 




12. 


Fulfilling my military obligation at a time of 


my choice 


13. 


Opportunity for special professional/technical 


training 



Table III-l presents the results of analyses for college-bound high 
school seniors in total in 1972 and 1973. 

In 1973, approximately 47% of male respondents and 50% of female 
respondents attributed strong influence to the opportunity for "travel, 
adventure, and new experiences" in their decision to apply for military 
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officer training. This was the most frequently endorsed reason for 
both men and woiaen in both 1972 and 19 73. For the men, the 1973 level 
of endorsement (47%) represents a significant increase over the level of 
endorsement found in the 1972 survey (38%). Another highly endorsed reason 
which also showed a significant increase in endorsement between 1972 
and 1973 for both men and women was the "opportunity for special 
professional/technical training". 

Other reasons which were accorded influence in the decision to apply for 
military officer training by over 24% of the men and 19% of the women 
in 1973 included: 

(1) Opportunity for further academic education; 

(2) Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc; 

(3) Pay and allowances; and 

(4) Military career opportunities. 

Comparing 1972 and 1973 results, it was found that each of these reasons 
appeared to elicit higher rates of endorsement in 1973 than in 1972. 
However, the majority of these increases did not achieve statistical 
significance between survey administrations. The only exception occurred 
for female respondents in the 1973 survey who endorsed the ••opportunity 
for further academic education*^ more frequently than female respondents 
in the 1972 survey. 

Among males > there was a significant decline from 1972 to 1973 in 
endorsement of the reason **fulfilling my military obligation at the time 
of my choice*'. The only other reason which showed an apparent decline 
in influence between surveys was ''to avoid the draft**. This finding would 
be expected, since the draft was suspended in January 1973. However, the 
decline from 1972 to 1973 in endorsement of the reason ''to avoid the draft*^ 
was not statisticallv significant. 



Further analyses were performed to determine which of these general 
reasons was most related to ROTC program affiliation. Table III-2 
presents results for potential male applicants to the ROTC Scholarship 
programs in 1972 and 1973. For convenience, the level of endorsement 
of each reason among male respondents in total is also presented for 

both 1972 and 1973. 

There was some consistency between the respondents in total and the 
potential applicant samples to each ROTC program in the selection of the 
general reasons accorded most influence. Both the total respondent 
population and the smaller potential ROTC applicant samples listed 
"travel, adventure, and new experiences" as a primary reason for 
enrollment. A second highly influential reason was "opportunity for 
special professional/ technical training". Both reasons received higher 
levels of endorsement from potential applicants than from respondents in 
general. This finding occurred in both 1972 and 1973. 

In reviewing the results by program (service) , there were generally 
larger differences in endorsement between potential Army ROTC enrollees 
and laen in general, as compared to potential enrollees to the Navy or 
Ait Force and men in general. For example, potential Army ROTC Scholarship 
applicant? in 1973 tended to endorse the follnwing reasons more than 
male respondents in general: 

(1) Military career opportunities; 

(2) Serve my country; 

(3) Opportunity for further academic education; 

(4) Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc; 
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(5) Difficulty in finding a suitable civilian job; 

(6) Status and prestige of being an officer; and 

(7) Become xcore mature. 

In the 1973 survey, "pay and allowances" was also cited as an influential 
reason more often by potential applicants to Army ROTC and to Navy ROTC, 
than by men in general. 

There was a significant decrease from 1972 to 1973 in the extent 
of influence accorded "fulfilling my military obligation at a time of my 
choice" among potential applicants to each program. 

Table III~3 presents findings on the extent of influence accorded 
each reason by potential female applicants to ROTC Scholarship programs 
and women in general. In both surveys, a higher percentage of potential 
women applicants to Array and Navy ROTC Scholarship programs accorded 
strong influence to the "opportunity for special professional/ technical 
training" than did female respondents in general. The same finding was 
also noted for potential USAF ROTC applicants in the 1973 survey. In 
the 1973 survey, potential female applicants to each ROTC program also 
endorsed "benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc.", and the "status 
and prestige of being an officer" at higher rates than did women in 
general. Potential female applicants to Navy and Air Force ROTC 
Scholarship programs in 1973 were more likely to endorse the "opportunity 
for further academic education" and "travel, adventure and new 
experiences" than were females in general. Also, potential female 
applicants to Army and Navy ROTC Scholarship programs in 1973 were 
more likely to endorse "pay and allowances" than were women in general. 
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Finally, potential female applicants to the Army ROTC Scholarship 
program in 1973 were more likely to endorse the "difficulty in finding 
a suitable civilian job" and to "become more mature" as influences in 
the decision to apply for military officer training compared to women 
in general. The latter findings parallel results for potential male 
applicants to the ROTC Scholarship program presented above Uoe Table 
III~2) . 

Table III-4 presents findings on the endorsement of various reasons 
by male applicants to the ROTC Non-scholarship programs in contrast with 
men in general. In both surveys, potential mal2 applicants to the Non- 
scholarship programs generally endorsed the "opportunity for special 
professional/technical training" more often than did male respondents 
in general. 

Respondents in the 1973 survey who claimed they would apply to the 
Army ROTC Non-scholarship program accorded greater influence to many of 
reasons compared to male respondents in general. For example, the 
following were endorsed more often by the potential Army ROTC Non- 
scholarship program applicants: 

(1) Military career opportunities; 

(2) Travel, adventure, and new experiences; 

(3) Serving my country; 

(4) Opportunity for further academic education; 

(5) To qualify for G.I. Bill benefits; 

(6) Pay and allowances; 

(7) Become more mature; 
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(8) Status and prestige of being an officer; 

(9) Difficulty in finding a suitable civilian job; and 

(10) Fulfilling my military obligation at a time of my choice. 
Also, from 1972 to 19 73, there was a decline in the extent of influence 
attributed to the reason "fulfilling my military obligation at a time of 
my choice" by potential male applicants to the Navy and Air Force ROTC 
Non-scholarship programs. The difference for the Army was not significant. 

Table III-5 presents data on the extent of endorsement of these 
reasons by potential female applicants to ROTC Non-scholarship programs, 
and by women in general. In general, college-bound women in high school 
interested In the ROTC Non-scholarship programs tended to endorse the 
"opportunity for special professional/technical training" at a higher 
level than did female respondents in general. (The differences were 
significant in each case with the exception of Army ROTC applicants 
in 197?. versus women in general in 1972.) 

In the 1973 survey, potential female applicants to each ROTC Non- 
scholarship program cited the "opportunity for further academic education" 
at a higher rate than women in general. In both surveys, applicants 
to the Navy and Air Force ROTC Non-scholarship programs endorsed "serving 
my country" at a higher rate than women in general. 

In 1973, higher percentages of female potential applicants to the 
Navy ROTC Non-scholarship program accorded influence to "qualify for G.I. 
Bill benefits", "benefits such as medical care. BX/PX, etc.", and 
"travel, adventure, and new experiences" as reasons for enrollment than 
did women in general. 
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In summary, the attribution of strong influence to any one of the 
general reasons in the 1973 survey seemed to show some consistency 
regardless of the program type (Scholarship or Non-scholarship), the sponsor 
(Army, Navy, USAF) , or the sex of the respondent Compared to respondents 
in general, the reasons which were mentioned more frequently by the 
potential ROTC applicants included the "opportunity for special 
professional/ technical training" and to a lesser extent, the "opportunity 
for further academic education" • 

However, some variability in the endorsement of the reasons was noted 
by program sponsor in that potential male applicants to Army ROTC 
programs were more likely to attribute influence to a variety of reasons, 
compared to men in general. Analogous findings were not obtained for 
potential applicants to programs sponsored by the other services • 

SPECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

Each respondent was asked to review the following specific reasons 
for applying for college military officer training, and to indicate 
how strongly each reason would influence or had influenced the decision 
to apply for a college military officer training program* 
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SPECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

!• Which particular Service I am trained for (Ariny» 
Navy> Air Force, Marine Corps) 

2. Whether I become an aviation officer (get to fly) or not 

3. Whether I become a "ground" officer (do not get to fly) 
or not 

4. How much money I get each month I'm in college 
(subsistence allowance) 

5. If I get expense money for all 4 years of college 

6. If I get expense money just for the last 2 years 
of college 

7. If I have to go to summer camp 

8. If my college tuition is paid (Scholarship program) 
9» If I get to go to the college of my choice 

10. If I get paid to go to college, regardless of my 
father's income 

11. If I have to go into the military service 

12. If I have to take courses in military subjects 
in college 

13. If I have to drill (march) on campus 

14 • How many years I have to serve in the military after 
I graduate from college 

15. How many years I have to serve in the Reserves 
after I complete active duty 



Results for the total male and female sample from both surveys appear 
in Table III-6. 

In both surveys, male and female college--bound high school seniors most 
frequently identified the following reasons as having a strong influence 
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in their decision to apply for a college military officer training 
program : 

(1) If I get to go to the college of my choice; 

(2) If my college tuition is paid; 

(3) How many years I have to serve in the military after I 
graduate from college; 

(4) If I get paid to go to college, regardless of my father's 
income; and 

(5) If I get expense money for all 4 years of college. 

Each of the more important influences listed above also received a 
higher level of endorsement in 1973 than in 1972, although the in- 
creases generally failed to attain statistical significance. A note- 
worthy exception was the increased endorsement of attending the college 
of one's choice among males from 1972 (48%) to 1973 (59%). A further 
indication of the importance of this particular reason is demonstrated 
as follows: Respondents were asked what they would do if their 
preferred college did not have an ROTC program. In the 1973 survey, 
between 51%-61% of male and 54%-69% of female potential applicants to 
the ROTC Scholarship program asserted that they would attend their 
preferred school anyway. This implies a willingness to forego ROTC 
enrollment in favor of attending the college of one's choice. 
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Further analyses were performed to determine if these reasons were 
accorded a strong influence in the decision to apply to these programs 
by sub-samples of male and female high school youth classified as 
potential applicants for these programs, compared to men and women in 
general. 

Table III-7 presents data on potential male applicants to 
the ROTC Scholarship programs, and for men in general. In 1972 and 
1973, male potential applicants were more likely to endorse the follow- 
ing reasons than were men in general: 

(1) "Obtaining the college of my choice"; and 

(2) "Paid college tuition". 

(The differences were statistically significant in each case with the 
exception of Navy ROTC applicants in 1972, compared to men in general 
in 1972.) In each survey, potential Army ROTC Scholarship applicants 
cited "If I get paid to go to college regardless of my father's income" 
at a higher rate than did men in general. In each survey, potential 
USAF ROTC Scholarship applicants cited "Whether I become an aviation 
officer" at a higher rate than did men in general. 

Table III-8 contains findings on the endorsement of specific 
reasons by female potential applicants to ROTC Scholarship programs, 
and for women in general. In both surveys, potential applicants 
tended to cite the reasons "If my college tuition is paid" and "If I 
get expense money for all 4 years of college" more frequently than did 
women in general. In the 1973 survey, potential female applicants to 
Navy and Air Force programs attributed influence to "Obtaining the college 
of my choice" and to "How much money I get each month I'm in college" 
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at a significantly higher rate than did women in general. 

Table III-9 presents data on the endorsement of these reasons by 
niale potential applicants to the ROTC Non-scholarship programs, and by men 
in general. In the 1973 survey, potential male applicants attributed 
strong influence to "obtaining college of their choice", "paid college 
tuition", and "which Service they were trained for" at a higher rate 
than did men in general. 

Table III-IO contains data on the extent of strong influence 
attributed each specific reason by female applicants to ROTC Non-scholarship 
programs, and by women in general. In the 1973 survey, female 
applicants to each program cited "which particular Service I am trained 
for", "if my college tuition is paid", and "obtaining the college 
of my choice" more often than women in general. 

In summary, potential applicants to ROTC programs in 1973 tended 
to endorse certain specific reasons as influential in the decision to 
apply for military officer training at higher rates than did respondents 
in general. The following reasons were often endorsed: 

(1) Obtaining the college of their choice; and 

(2) If their college tuition is paid (Scholarship program). 
These major reasons were endorsed by respondents regardless of the 
type of ROTC program, the Service which sponsored the various ROTC 
programs, and independent of the sex of the respondent. 
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EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS AND LIFE GOALS 

Analyses were also performed to determine the ultimate educational 
expectations and extent of endorsement of several life goals among college- 
bound high school youth. There were essentially no differences in either 
expected educational achievement and endorsement of .life goals between the 
total samples and the sub-samples of potential applicants to the various 
military officer training programs. Hence, results are presented for the 
total respondents in each survey, controlling on the sex of the respondent. 
Results appear in Table III-ll. 

There was a significant increase in advanced degree expectations of 
both men and women from 1972 to 1973. Table III-ll shows that the majority 
of college-bound high school youth expect to earn at least a college degree, 
and a substantial percentage envision pursuing their education beyond the 
undergraduate level. In each survey, men were more likely to anticipate 
advanced degree work than women. 

There was no change in the importance accorded any of the specified 
life goals among males from 1972 to 1973. The most important life goals 
of men in both surveys- were "making a lot of money" and "having a secure, 
steady job". For women the most important life goal in each survey was 
"helping other people." There was an increase in endorsement of the goal 
of "having a secure, steady job" among women from 1972 to 1973. The 
objective of "making a lot of money" declined in importance for women 

from 1972 to 1973. 

In summary, a majority of both male and female respondents aspired 
to at least a college degree. Males endorsed "making a lot of money" and 
"having a secure, steady job" as important life goals. Females, however, 
selected "helping other people" as the most important life goal. In each 
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survey, these findings held for male and female respondents in general, as 
well as for male and female respondents classified as potential applicants 



TECHNICAL DETAILS 

The observed differences in endorsement of reasons by potential 
applicants and by the total sample were computed and compared to the 
differences needed to achieve statistical significance (see Appendix A). 
This comparative evaluation provides a conservative estimate of the 
significance of differences in the rates of endorsement of each reason, 
for potential applicants (men or women) versus the total sample of men 
and women, respectively, for each survey. 

The test is conservative, in that the rates of endorsement for the 
total samples (men or women) could be considered population es timates 
which would have no error. In contrast, rates used to derive the 
values in Appendix A assume two independent samples, with rates of 
endorsement for each sample that involve error. 

In general, the difference in rate of endorsement of each reason 
between potential applicants and the total sample had to exceed approxi- 
mately 11% to achieve statistical significance at the p <.05 level. 
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IV. AWARENESS OF OFFICER COMPENSATION, ROTC» AND 
OTHER MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS 
A major assumption underlying this research was that program avare- 
ness functioned as a logical prerequisite to the formation of favorable 
attitudes toward the various precoomissioning programs. For this reason, 
questions were developed to assess the level of knowledge and aware- 
ness of RDTC and other military officer training programs. Particular 
emphasis was placed on the topic of officer pay, due to the increases 
in military compensation which preceded each survey administration. 
Other questions concerned awareness of the various programs by (1) name 
and (2) sponsoring branch of service. Finally, more detailed questions 
about ROTC programs were employed to assess knowledge of these particular 
programs. This chapter reviews major findings for these topics. 

In both the 1972 and 1973 survey administrations, these questions 
were asked before the respondent was given any information about the 
various programs — hence their replies indicate preexisting levels of 
knowledge and awareness. Comparisons of 1972 and 1973 responses were made 
using approximate tests of statistical significance (eee Appendix A) . 
AWARENESS OF OFFICER COMPENSATION 

Each respondent was asked to: (1) specify the date of the most recent 
pay increase for beginning officers; (2) specify both the current total 
entry earnings (pay and allowances) and the current entry base pay for 
an officer; and (3) estimate whether total entry pay for officers was 
more, less, or about the same as the earnings of a college graduate in 
his first (civilian) job. Results appear in Table IV-1. 
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For males in the 1973 survey, only 14% knew the correct date of the last 
officer pay increase, and only 10% to 11% knew the correct amounts of total 
entry earnings and entry base pay for a military officer. For females in 
the 1973 survey, only 10% knew the date of the last officer pay increase, 
and only 7% to 8% knew the correct amounts of total entry earnings and entry 
base pay for a military officer. In general, these findings constitute a 
low level of awareness of military officer compensation among both male and 
female college-bound high school seniors. 

Between the 1972 and 1973 survey administrations, there was a signifi- 
cant decrease in the number of respondents who knew the approximate date of 
this last pay increase for starting officers. However, there was also a slight 
(but not statistically significant) increase from 1972 to 1973 in the number 
of respondents who knew the correct amount of total entry earnings and the 
amount of entry base pay for a military officer. 

In spite of a lack of knowledge with respect to officer pay, many re- 
spondents in both surveys felt that total entry pay for officers was equivalent 
to the money which a college graduate would earn in his first job. Among males 
in the 1973 survey, 35% thought officer earnings were equivalent to the pay of 
a college graduate in an initial job. This was a significant increase over 
the value found in 1972. There was no difference from 1972 to 1973 in the 
percentage of women who thought that Initial college graduate earnings and 
officer earnings were the same (38%). 



*It might prove instructive to assess the extent ot publicity accorded 
each pay increase to determine if the January 1972 increase was more highly 
publicized than the January 1973 pay increase. 

**It was also found that a substantial percentage of respondents in both 
surveys underestimated officer total entry pay (37-49% in 1972; 40-48% In 1973) 
and entry base pay (41-53% in 1972; and 42-44% in 1973). 
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AWARENESS OF VARIOUS TRAINING PROGRAMS 

To assess the level of awareness of college-based military officer 
training programs, each respondent was asked to: (1) indicate if he had heard 
of each of the following programs: ROC, AVROC, PLC, and ROTC; and (2) Identify 
the 8ervice(s) which sponsored these particular programs. The findings on 
claimed awareness of the programs by name are presented first. 

In both surveys, the vast majority of respondents claimed to have heard 
of ROTC programs (95% or more). In contrast, a very low level of awareness 
was found for the PLC program (only 6% to 7% of respondents in each survey 
had heard of PLC). In general, claimed program awareness did not change from 

1972 to 1973. For example, approximately 20% of male respondents in each 
survey claimed to have heard of the AVROC program. However, 15% of the men in 

1973 claimed to have heard of the ROC program and this represented signi- 
ficant decline from a 21% level of awareness for ROC noted in 1972. In 1973, 
12% of the women claimed to have heard of the AVROC program and 14% claimed to 
have heard of the ROC program. Comparable levels far 1972 were 14% for AVROC 
and 18% for ROC. Results are given in Table IV-2. 

Next, these levels of awareness were validated by asking respondents who 
claimed awareness of a program (only) to identify the sponsoring service(s) 
for the particular program. This analysis revealed the existence of considerable 
confusion with respect to program sponsorship. It also demonstrated the ne'id 
for caution in interpreting the previous data on claimed awareness of the 
various programs by name. 

In each survey, the majority of the respondents who claimed to have heard 
of ROTC correctly attributed the ROTC program to the Army (over 60% in each survey). 
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However, attribution of ROTC sponsorship to the Navy or to the Air Force was 
much lower in both surveys, i.e., less than one-third of respondents who 
claimed to have heard of ROTC attributed ROTC to the Navy or the Air Force. 
Table IV-B presents the findings for each program. 

In the 1973 survey, most respondents who claimed to have heard of the 
PLC program could correctly attribute the program to the Marine Corps (71% to 
72%). However, it should be recalled that the claimed level of awareness for 
the PLC program was low in both surveys (between 6% and 7%). Hence, the 
apparent increase in PLC sponsor identification from 1972 to 1973 represents 
at the most a change of only 1% to 2% in the total samples. Increases of this 
magnitude would not achieve statistical significance. 

In both surveys, awareness of the sponsor of the ROC and AVROC programs 
has found to be low. Interestingly, the majority of respondents in both surveys 
who claimed awareness of the Navy's AVROC program believed that the Air Force 
was the program sponsor (55-61% in 1972; and 66--73% in 1973). 

DETAILED KNOWLEDGE OF THE ROTC PROGRAM 

Knowledge of details regarding the ROTC program was assessed by querying 
each respondent on the following topics: (a) the particular type of college 
costs paid for by ROTC, (b) knowledge of the existence of both scholarship 
and non-scholarship programs, (c) awareness that scholarship and subsistence 
benefits differ; and (d) awareness of the correct amount of the current 
monthly subsistence allowance ($100). Results appear in Table IV-4# 

Among males in the 1973 survey, 32% knew that ROTC paid both college 
tuition and other expenses, 29% claimed to have heard of both scholarship 
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and non-scholarship programs, and 48% recognized a distinction between the 
allowances under these programs. However, only 28% could specify the correct 
amount of the current monthly subsistence allowance ($100). Equivalent or 
slightly lower levels of knowledge and awareness were found for women, in 
both the 1972 and 1973 surveys. 

There were no statistically significant differences from 1972 to 1973 
in levels of knowledge and awareness of ihese topics among men. However, 
on three of the four measures, there was a slight increase from 1972 to 1973 
in the percentage of male respondents who possessed correct knowledge or 
awareness of these details of the ROTC program. 

Finally, each respondent was asked to specify the t ern of obligated 
service for graduates of ROTC scholarship programs. A separate response 
was required for each program; Army ROTC. Navy ROTC. and Air Force ROTC. 
Table IV-5 presents the results for both surveys in terms of the percent 
correct response. Awareness that an ROTC scholarship requires a four year 
commitment was quite low in both surveys (31% to 38% for men; 23% to 32% 
for women). In general, women were significatly less aware than men of the 
term of obligation for an ROTC scholarship. For men. there was no significant 
change from 1972 to 1973 in awareness of ROTC program service obligation. 
For women, the only significant change from 1972 to 1973 occurred with respect 
to awareness of the Air Force ROTC four year service comndtment. where a 
significant decrease was found (32% in 1972 and 24% in 1973). 

The four year service obligation was most frequently attributed to the 
Air Force than to the other Services in both the 1972 and 1973 surveys. 
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This finding held for each population with the exception of females in the 
1973 survey where no difference was found between Services. 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT ROTC 

Each respondent was asked two questions concerning potential sources 
of informa^-on about ROTC programs. First, exposure to service advertising 
for college ROTC was explored. Second, personal communication from various 
influential persons (parents, peers, school authorities, recruiters) was 
examined. 

Respondents in both surveys were asked: "Have you seen or heard any 
advertising for college ROTC? If so, for which college ROTC program have 
you seen or heard it?" Respondents could either (1) indicate exposure to 
one or more of the programs individually; (2) claim exposure to all of the 
service programs; or (3> report no exposure to advertising for college ROTC. 
The general findings indicate a high degree of reported exposure to advertising 
for college ROTC programs. In the 1973 survey. 82% of men and 72% of the women 
claimed that they had seen some ROTC advertising. Youth who reported ex- 
posure to any ROTC advertising ipost often claimed that they had seen or heard 
advertising for Army ROTC (only) or for all three service ROTC prograir.s. 
In both 1972 and 1973. the mention of exposure to advertising for Navy ROTC 
and Air Force ROTC was at much lower levels than the mention of exposure 
to Army ROTC advertising. There was no change in repoi ed exposure to 
advertising for Navy ROTC or Air Force ROTC from 1972 to 1973. In contrast, 
there was a significant increase in the number of males reporting exposure 
to Army ROTC ads in 1973 (39%)compared to 1972 (33%). There was also an 
increase in the number of females reporting exposure to advertising for all 
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ROTC programs from 1972 (20%) to 1973 (27%). See Table IV-6 for results. 

Respondents in each survey were also asked to answer the following 
open-ended question: "Except for now, who has ever given you any information 
about ROTC?" Responses to the question were content-analyzed and coded for 
tabulation. In each survey, a substantial number of respondents claimed 
that no one had given them information about ROTC. In the 1973 survey, 
39% of men and 50% of women made this reply. There was a significant increase 
in the number of males making this claim in 1973 (39%) compared to 1972 
(32%).* In each survey, men tended to cite (1) parents/relatives/friends; 
or (2) recruiting materials or the recruiter, as their main sources of in- 
formation about ROTC. In each survey, women tended to cite parents/relatives/ 
friends as the main source of information about ROTC. There were no signi- 
ficant differences in the mention of the various sources of information from 
1972 to 1973. See Table IV-7 for details. 

DISCUSSION 

Although detailed levels of awareness of the military officer training 
programs remained low, there is some evidence that suggest that Army ROTC 
advertising may be having a positive impact on youth. While the increases in 
awareness do not achieve statistical significance, it is useful to note that 
from 1972 to 1973, there were slight incieases in: (1) the proportion of male 
youth who identified the Array as a sponsor of the ROTC program; (2) the pro- 
portion of male youth who knew that the Army ROTC program required a four 
year service obligation; and (3) the general level of awarene'-s among males 
of the correct amount of monthly subsistence pay for ROTC ($100). These 

*However, this finding may be an artifact of response coding. Note that 
the category "Don't know/No answer" included 4% of be -h males and females in 
1972, but less than 1% in 1973. fj 
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favorable changes would be expected, assuming the effectiveness of Army 
ROTC advertising. However, the most important question remains one of 
whether these slight increases in knowledge will help convince youth to 
apply for ROTC. The present data on enrollment potential are ambiguous 
with respect to this issue. From 1972 to 1973, there were small (1% to 2%) 
increases in actual reported rates of application for an ROTC scholarship 
among men and women (Table 1-2) , and small (2%) increases in enrollirent 
potential for the Army Scholarship program among men and women. (Tab le,.>-<Jr. 
None of these increases achieved statistical significance. IJ^Mfr^e, the 
hypothesis that these minor changes in ROTC^^enroUm^^ and appli- 

cation behavior are other than chance^-o^rCTlrrences cannot be supported by the 
present dataT^oreover ,~even"Tf these slight favorable changes from 1972 
to 1973 were found to achieve statistical significance, it would be in.jjossible 
to attribute causation uniquely to Army ROTC advertising, in lieu of consi- 
deration of other factors operative in this time period (increases in college 
expenses, inflation, recruiter activity, etc.). 

Nonetheless, it is interesting to observe these favorable changes in 
Army enrollment potential, application behavioi, and awareness of Army ROTC. 
Additional (future; research should be conducted to provide definitive infor- 
mation! on the effectiveness of ROTC advertising and recruitment activities for 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, 
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APPENDIX A 

Approximate Sampling Tolerances for Differences 
Between Two Survey Percentages at or Near These Levels 

Size of Samples 
Being Compared 

500 and 500 
and 250 
and 100 

250 and 250 
and 100 

100 and 100 

This table provides an approximate test of the statistical signifi 
cance of the difference between any two percentages at the .05 level of 
significance. An illustration of the use of the table is as follows: 

For two sample sizes of approximately 500 and percentages 
ranging around 10%, the difference in rates between two samples 
would have to exceed 4% in order to achieve statistical signi- 
fance at the .05 level of significance. 

Note that two independent samples are assumed. 
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(95 in 100 Confidence Level) 




appenld: b 



APPLICANT POTENTIAL ITEMS FROM THE INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 



INTERVIEWER: Q's. 10a thru IOd must b£ asked of all respondents, however, since we do not want 

TC »-AvE ALL RESPOSSENTS ASkED Th£ QUESTIONS IN THE SAMC CPDER. PLEASE HABI ^^^H ThE nuESTtON 
Xifi" in Bl?' CONTINUE SEQUENTIALLY THROUGH Q. lOO TmEN GO BACK AND ASK THOSE QUESTIONS 



WHiCn PRECEDED THE QUESTION YOU STARTED WITH. 



SAY TO ALL RESPOSDFSTS . . . Here IS a card {HAND RESPONDENT GREEN CARD -A") which describes * 
cerVdin type ot r. litary officer traimn, progr*«. Please read the card carefully to f«naiari« 
yourself with tMe proqr4n and then I would like to get your reaction. 



10*. 



GREEN CARD "A" 

The Ariny. Navy, and Air Force each have College military officer training programs 
called ROTC* scholarship programs. The Services pay to 4 years of tuition, lees 
a"d provide noney for expenses toward a college education. T^.ese programs have 
military courses on campus, and require military training. They also '''J";^^* 
to attend su.-nner cat^os for which you are paid, c-.oice of schools is restricted 

to about 37S C3lleqe» with RC3TC programs. You serve for < years as an officer m 
the Service for whicn you were trai^-.ed and an additional period if you become * 
pilot or navigator. 

• POTC «r«nrts f-^r S«»servo Officer Training Corps 



(AWEP RiTSPONOENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD • 3 ^ ^"^'^*;ALrv''^i^ASUp''SSLV M^cS^ 

would apply to you as regards the prograir offered by the Atr /? (CHECK ONE ANSV?ER ONLY, (RECORD BELOWj 

Which statement would apply you as regards the Navy, which includes the S. Marine Corps as an 
option? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY) 

And how about the program offered by the Air Force? (CHECK ONE ANS^.^ER ONLY) 



I would apply for this program 

b. X would not apply for tnis program 

c. Don*t Know if I would apply for this program 



30^1 



SERVICE: 



Nevy 
31-1 



Air Force 
32^1 



tIF 'WOULD APPLY" FOR NAVY PROGRAM. ASK:) Would ynu pref*^r to enter the MARINE CORPS or the NAVY 

After graduation? ^ . y 
^ Marine Corps 33-1 Navy 2 



Here is a card (HAND RESPONDENT BL'jE card "B") which describes a 
^Ttain typc of rTlitary office^ traxn;n:j prograr. Please read the card carefully to f an^.i liariie 
yourself with the program and th«^n I would like to get ,cut reaction. 



gAY TO ALL RESPONDENTS 



10b. 



SLUE CARD ''B** * 



The Army, Navy 
called POTC SuL)A 
for the JuniOa' a 
2 years of **Basx 
military courses 
to attend sunder 
37S schcols wxth 
graduat ing . You 
officer. You se 



and Air Force each have a Colleu<» military officer training progran 
istence Allowance Prcgran. The Services provide a monthly allowance 
nd Senior years. I'sually, nen entor these programs after completing 
c ROTC" in their Frcshff-.en and Sophcrcrc years. These programs have 
on campus, and reouire milit^rv tr»'>^ira. '^hey al9(^ re^jui'^e you 
carps for which you are paid. Tr.c programs are only offered at 
ROTC prcgrans. You Serve 2 years as an officer m the Army after 



serve 3 years as a Navy officer, 
r.*e an additional period if you - 



y:>u fter/e 4 years as an Air Force 
^^Ij teccre a pilot cr navigator. 



(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARi: $\: A!:i. ASK:) Which of these itaterents 

would apply to yoj as regard the program offered Dy thi» Army? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY) (RECORD BELOW 



Whicii statement would ^pply to you as regards the Navy, 
option? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 



whicS includes the U. S. Marine Corps as an 



* NOTE: In this report » this program is called the 
Non-scholarshi ^ program ^ 
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And how about the program offered by the Air Force? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 

SSRVICt; 



I would apply for this program . . . . 

I would not dipply for this proqrwn 

Pon* t know if X would apply for this program 



(2 Years) 



(3 Years) 



^r Force 



Years) 



itr *WOUU> APPLY* FOR NAVY P)KM;raM» ASKt) Would you prefer to enter the KAHINE CORPS or the NAVy 
after graduation? 

Nerine Corps 37«l Navy 2 



SAY TP ALL RgSPQNDENTS .... Here Is * eard (RAND lUSSPONDENT YELLOW CARD *C*) which describes a 
certain type of sRiiitary officer training program* Please read the eard carefully tu faaiXiarise yourself 
with the program and then I would lilce to get your reaction. 



lOe. 



YELLOW CAHD *C* 

The Marine Corps has n College military officer training program celled PLC 
(Platoon Leaders ciassK For their lest three years in college^ a student 
may choose to receive a monthly subsistence allowAnce. Students are alto 
paid to Attend two $-wee)( summer catsps, usually between the Fresnmen-Sophomore 
years and the Junior-Senior years. There is no military course wrk on campus 
and no military training on campus. You etten? any accredited college of 
your choice. You serve Z 1/2 to 4 yeers as an officer after graduating from 
college^ depending on how many school years you received subsistence 
allowance. (Pilots and flight officers serve for longer periods.) 



(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10 AND ASKt> Which of these statements 
would apply to you as regards the PIC Program* requiring 2 1/2 to 4 years of service es en uitxcer atter 
graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 

Which statement would apply to you as regards the PLC Pilot Progrvi* requiring 5 to 6 years of service as 
an officer after graduating? (CUECX ANSWER BEhC^) 

And how about the PLC Flight Officer Program* requiring 5 to 6 years of service as an officer after 
graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 



a» X vould appjiy for this program . . » 

b* X would not a pply for this prograo . 

^on\t Know it X would apply for this 
Program 



£££ 

2^ Years 

__38.1 



PLC 
( PILOT) 
S«6 Years 

12:^1 



PLC 
(FUQHT 
OFFICER ) 
Years 

Ifls^l 



SAY TO ALL RESPONDENTS .... Here is a card (HAND RESPONDENT PXNK CARD "D") which describes a 
certain type of military officer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize yourself 
with the program and then X would li)ce to get your reaction. 
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PIMK CARD *D** 



Th« Navy hat two •off-ca»pu8* CoXIw military officer training proqraras. 
They are called ROC (Reserve Officer Corps) and AVROC (Aviation Reserve 
Officer Corps). In both programs, the Navy pays college men to attend 
two »\smn*r camps ♦ one between the Junior-Senior years and the other upon 
completion of college. There is no military course work on campus and no 
military training on casiipus. Vou attend ar.y school of your choice. In 
ROC» you serve 3 years as a Navy non-flight officer after graduating from 
college. In AVROCt you serve as a Navy pilot for 4 1/2 years » or as a 
Navy navigator for 3 1/2 years after you finish flight training. 



(AFT£R RESPONDENT HAS READ THB CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD 110 ATTO ASK:) Vhich of these statements 
would i^ply to you as regards the ROC Prograa7 (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 

Which statement would apply to you as regards the AVWC (Pilot) Program? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 
And how about the AVROC (Navigator) Program? (CHECK 0«f£ ANSWER BELOW) 



ROC 



AVROC 



(3 Year s) 



"TFITotT 
(4 H Years) 



(Navigator! 
(3S y:*«rs) 



a. I would acp;- for this program 



41-1 



42-1 



43-1 



b. X would not apply for this program 

€• Don*t Know if X %«>uld apply for 
this program . . . . • 



2 



2 



2 



3 



3 



3 



ERIC 




f 



APPENDIX C 



Demographic Composition 





of 


the Surveys 








(Weighted Data) 








Males 


Fenales 




1972 


1973 


1972 


1973 






(%) 


(%) 


(%) 


Age 










J,/ years or younger 


42.0 


60.5 


50.1 


64.8 


18 years or older 


57.9 


39.4 


49.9 


35.1 








1 t\f\ n 
100. U 


99.9 


Race 










White 


82.6 


88.5 


81.1 


83.8 


Non-Whites 


17. A 


11.5 


18.9 


16.2 




100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Annual Family Income 








- 


Under $8,000 


12.2 


5.9 


13.1 


9.5 


$8, 000-$ 13, 999 


22.3 


15.5 


Il,9 


15,1 


$U,000-$19.999 


20.6 


18.1 


19.8 


15.3 


$20,000 or over 


19.5 


28.1 


14.2 


13.5 


Reiusea/Don t Know 












100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.9 


Employment Status 










Full time 


12.3 


6.1 


7.2 


2.2 


Part time 


51.9 


62.7 


46.6 


53.5 


Mot employed 


35.4 


31.2 


46.2 


44.2 




99.6* 


100.0 


100.0 


99.9 


Type of Neighborhood 










Large metropolitan 


31.6 


37.9 


37.4 


40.1 


Small metropolitan 


51.4 


41.6 


43.6 


40.8 


Ndn-metropolltan 


17.0 


20.5 


18.9 


19.0 




100.0 


100.0 


99.9 


99.9 


Geographic Region 










Northecst 


22.4 


22.3 


22.5 


22.8 


North Central 


27.5 


26.3 


26.7 


26.9 


South 


32.7 


33.4 


32.8 


32.3 


West 


17.3 


17.9 


17.9 


18.0 




99.9 


99.9 


99.9 


100.0 



ERIC 



*.3% unclassified. 
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